
Rightwing manifesto
By rightwing we do not mean republican or libertarian. What we want it to build a strong society and 
conquer the entire planet. This is not about trying to turn back the clock a few years to make the society
marginally less left-wing or liberal, it's about pushing for a revolutionary change. 

The issue with focusing on trying to make people happy for the moment is that then there will be less 
focus on actually maintaining and expanding the society you have, it will be just a question of time 
before some larger power will crush the 'utopia', it's not even clear that trying to create a temporary 
utopia will make people happy short term, will people really be happy living and working for a society 
that obviously doesn't have a future? 

Rather than focusing on trying to build a utopia now the focus with
rightwing politics should first be to expand the society itself to
eventually eliminate all competition, once that has been
successfully done we can focus more on actually building a society
that is enjoyable for humans to live in. It's also not our
responsibility to figure out what that final society would look like
exactly, there will be plenty of time for out leaders to figure out
there things for us. 

Territorial expansionism
As your population and resources grow you will become
increasingly constrained by the amount of land you control as a
society. In addition being constrained to a small space will make it
easier for a hostile actor to target you since the area that needs to be
nuked is a lot smaller. Controlling land is also very valuable in
conventional warfare since that can be used as a buffer against
potential invasions. It's a lot harder to invade when you have to
make logistics work over a long distance. 

Food production does require a lot of space and if the world population keep growing the value of 
agricultural land will also increase drastically since there will be harder and harder to make enough 
food in a given area, that potentially allow hostile nations to starve the population of a small area 
(relative to population size) since they lack the land required to produce the food themselves. In 
addition a nation with a lot of land may just decide to restrict exports due to high food prices in an 
attempt to please their citizens (resulting in others starving instead).

Rather than waiting until you become severely constrained by the amount of land you have you should 
expand your borders at the first good opportunity, you might not get a chance like that again.

We need stable and effective leadership
In order to maintain and expand our leadership we need something that is stable and produce 
consistently good result. It takes just one period of bad leadership to ruin all that has been build up 
before that. While there are many solution that can work short-term (such as one individual holding all 
the power) the only effective long-term solution is to give all the power to an elite group of 7 to 999 
senators. The senators will rule like gods and eventually conquer the entire planet. 



Since the senate will have the highest ownership over the country they will naturally care for it to leave
it in a better shape when they hand it over to their children. 

x = probability of a senator making a decision
y = probability of the senator making said decision

https://vintologi.com/threads/elite-rule.24/

Preparing for nuclear war
In order to be able to respond quickly when managing nuclear weapons we need a leadership system 
that will be able to always respond in time 24 hours of the day 7 days a week. The best solution for this 
is to have the senators sleep at different times such that a majority (such as 9 of 15) will always be 
awake ready to instantly make a decision. 

For safety senators can be spread out in secret locations in nuclear bunkers or take to the air. 

The notion that the short-term catastrophe caused by nuclear war would prevent it from happening is 
very much false. What it does mean however is that countries looking to expand will prioritize targets 
who cannot defend themselves with nuclear weapons (such as Ukraine).

But once only nuclear powers remain in order to expand you will have to be willing to take nuclear 
hits. There are multiple ways to mitigate the damage that can be caused by other nuclear powers.

0. Spreading out your population and important material/infrastructure over a large area
1. Having people and important infrastructure hidden under ground safe or mostly safe from nuclear 
weapons.
2. interception of nuclear missiles
3. Have great food stockpiles (ideally lasting years).
4. Doing a first strike to severely damage the nuclear capability of the country you are invading.
5. Deterring a retaliation by having a lot of nukes yourself (so a leader might be afraid to hit back even 
if you nuke them) 13

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=laGLvO3lntE
https://vintologi.com/threads/elite-rule.24/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6qvamyS3Kq4


The correct strategy is to start a nuclear war at the moment you have a great enough chance to win. 
Otherwise if you wait you will give your opponents a chance to surpass you and you do not want that, 
win now when you can.

Some people have claimed that nuclear war would cause disastrous fallout but that ignores the fact that 
2056 tests of nuclear bombs have already been done and most people are just fine, sure there were 
some issues with it (which led to testing being halted) but nothing like the apocalyptic disaster. 

The total radioactivity of the fission products is extremely large at first, but it falls off at a fairly rapid 
rate as a result of radioactive decay. Seven hours after a nuclear explosion, residual radioactivity will 
have decreased to about 10 percent of its amount at 1 hour, and after another 48 hours it will have 
decreased to 1 percent. (The rule of thumb is that for every sevenfold increase in time after the 
explosion, the radiation dose rate decreases by a factor of 10.)

https://www.britannica.com/technology/nuclear-weapon/Residual-radiation-and-fallout

It's unclear how a nuclear war would affect the climate 14 15 but if these affects are global it will not be
effective deterrence against war since it would also cause problems for countries not directly involved. 

The winners of the nuclear war would likely gain control over the entire planet and this would include 
control over food production. If the nuclear war disrupts food-production the surviving populations of 
the losing countries would likely be given very low priority potentially resulting in them facing mass-
starvation and thus further causalities. 

Economic interdependence doesn't prevent war
It is sometimes claimed that countries being economically dependent on each other would result in 
general peace since you would harm yourself by doing an invasion.

The first obvious issue with this is that for a lot of products alternative sourcing exists or you can just 
stockpile what you need until you are able to find replacement.

The second issue with this reasoning is the fact that countries could just resort to protectionism and 
economic nationalism to make sure they can produce all vital products themselves.

The third issue with this argument is that often when you invade you can spare a lot of their industries 
and just take them over, you do not necessarily have to just destroy everything. China would probably 
Spare the TSMC factory if they invaded Taiwan. TSMC is currently building chip-factories in multiple 
countries which will result in the west no longer needing taiwan for computer ships.

There have been many cases of sanctions being attempted to harm a country without invading them but
this has very rarely actually been effective in deterring invasion. If sanctions don't work to prevent war 
then clearly economic interdependence would also not work, it's all wishful thinking people engage in 
because they view war as this awful thing to avoid not realizing that it's not something you can avoid in
the first place without having a strong and stable world-government.

Military alliances and international relations
Unless you are militarily stronger than all other countries on earth combined it's very important to build
strong alliances to ensure you will come out victorious in the case of a world war. By winning the 
world war we will be able to drastically expand our borders and eventually rule over the entire planet.

https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1029/2019JD030509
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KzpIsjgapAk
https://www.britannica.com/technology/nuclear-weapon/Residual-radiation-and-fallout


Rather than going up against some other strong country it's better to first just conquer weak nations that
cannot defend themselves well first allowing you to grow even stronger before you eventually have to 
face a strong adversary 16

Weaker powers will be dependent on alliances with other countries for security and thus small countries
can never truly be independent. Smaller countries will be forced to join into a federation or become a 
semi-colony of some major power. Relying on alliances like NATO is not a great idea long-term since 
that depends on other members of the alliance not acting in their self-interest, it's often not worth it to 
enter into a war just to protect some ally, you shouldn't do that without very significant compensation. 

Short-term just using military might alone will be enough to expand your border but then if the 
population isn't on board with the system there will be constant friction. 

You will have to take action to align the public more with your new government and this may include 
actions that aim directly at genetics rather than attempts at changing culture.

A strong nation can potentially get beaten by making too many enemies even if all individual enemies 
are weaker.

If an individual state becomes stronger than all other states combines then said state can just keep 
expanding to eventually conquer the entire planet, this is good if you are in control in that state but you 
do not want someone else to be able to do that. If there are only 3 countries left on the planet having 
one of the final 3 eliminated is probably not in your best interest if you then cannot win the final war. 

As the number of countries becomes fewer it becomes increasingly valuable to prevent an individual 
country from becoming too strong. Therefore if a country attempts to expand you may want to attempt 
halting that by aiding the nation they are invading preventing them from gaining ground too cheaply. 

You have to be careful with military aid though since it could end up in the wrong hand or the former 
ally may turn against you. You might want to demand concessions in exchange for supporting some 
country such as demanding that you gain some control over their government or demand that they pay 
for the weapons you provide them.

Since becoming too visibly strong will put a target on your back you may want to keep a lot of your 
military might a secret, otherwise weaker nations may just gang up on you. 

You also do not want to appear too weak since that might also invite attacks.

Of course no matter what you do there will always be a risk of some country suiciding into you which 
can hurt you badly even if you manage to eventually win over them. 

You should probably try influence other countries into not attacking you. Instead you want them to 
waste and lives attacking your enemies while you sit back and grow your military might.

When there are only 3 countries left
It would probably not be in the interest of a country to maintain an alliance with a significantly stronger
country since if the third country was eliminated they would be the next power to be crushed. 

There are multiple ways in which this could end. Peaceful unification is a bit tricky but could work out.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pN9kPtK8qps


If both countries believe they have a great chance of winning the final 1v1 war they might maintain an 
alliance against the third party. The third party could try attacking just one to create an imbalance but 
then the country not being attacked could just provide aid to the attacked partner in order to maintain 
the alliance. 

Because a stronger country always has the option to give away military might to a weaker alliance 
partner there would be no downside to being strong when there is only 3 countries left. 

Politics will very likely be the biggest factor in determining which 2 countries that would ally 
themselves to crush the third country. The ideology of your temporary alliance partner would be very 
relevant since they might win against you in the final fight, you want to eliminate the worst option. 

Having a vision for society people can get behind will also make it easier to attract important 
individuals to your country. Engineers might emigrate to you to help with weapon development. People
might move to your country to start a new business. This will help you become the dominant power. 

Immigration and inclusivity
Societies that are inclusive and allow valuable individuals to enter will have an advantage over 
societies that try to exclude people based on factors that don't matter 17 18 19 

It's very important that you as a country put effort into attracting high-quality people to your society so 
it becomes stronger instead of some other country benefiting from them. By attracting important 
individuals from other countries you make your own society stronger and other societies weaker. 
Unfortunately today borders are relatively fixed and if you take in immigrants that may result in less 
land and living space for your existing population unless you are later able to expand your borders and 
attain more resources for everyone. 

If you have too many people in your country then you will have to import food to feed your population,
this may come with some risks but there are strategies to manage that

0. keep food and other important items stockpiled so you will be able to survive for years if you are no 
longer able to import food.
1. have a strong military and make good geopolitical decisions securing trade of important goods.
2. eventually gain control over new areas allowing your citizens to spread out again.

Having a lot of people concentrated in the same area (such as a big city) does come with some military 
risk, you can try to mitigate this by having advanced defense systems but it may not actually be 
effective. Thus if you allow more people in the same area you might invite attacks by weapons of mass-
destruction making everyone less safe. This is not however an issue of migration and it will actually be 
less bad in terms of inclusive fitness if the people who migrate to the city are genetically distant.

It's not just about being accepting with regard to ethnicity, it's also about being accepting with regard to
culture, sexual orientation, gender expression and sex-characteristics. 

Laws and culture
The ideal set of laws does not depend much on culture or ethnicity of your population. Sometimes it's 
necessary to implement a bad law to appease the population (mob) of your country but in these cases 
the judiciary and executive branch will be able to limit the damage by not enforcing the law or only 
enforcing it when there are other reasons for wanting to punish these individuals. 

https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2019/03/190312075918.htm
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.25.3.83
https://www.cbpp.org/research/poverty-and-inequality/immigrants-contribute-greatly-to-us-economy-despite-administrations


Laws that don't promote the continuation/expansion of the society will are not sustainable and thus 
suicidal in terms of societal survival of the fittest. 

There is hardly any need for having localized laws, things like environmental regulations do need to be 
different at different places but this does not depend much on culture unless you are going to let some 
culture destroy the environment for the sake of tradition.

The school system might also have to be localized to a degree, some people might also want to learn 
their own language in addition to the language of the country they live in.

People have different preferences regarding how laws should be but this already create a lot of conflicts
within countries that have a mostly homogeneous culture. Two people with wildly different cultures 
can also have similar views on how society should be structured. Righwingers today in Unites States 
like Augusto Pinochet far more than most Chileans.

In order to evaluate how good a law is you need to look at how it affects the gene-pool of your 
population, if it will make your population more fit over time then your society will be able to grow 
stronger and out-compete other societies that did not have as good policy with regard to eugenics. 

Cultural survival of the fittest
Some cultures will naturally spread while other cultures will become increasingly less common. A 
culture can grow by reaching new people or by being transferred to children being born to said culture.
Cultures that promote fertility will spread naturally by causing higher birthrates among individuals that 
believe in said culture, furthermore people that are neurologically susceptible for said culture will end 
up reproducing more and thus keep spreading the culture even if it's unpopular among most people.

How easy it is for a particular culture to spread will depend on society and neurological factors. Some 
cultures will naturally appeal to people and gain popularity even though it's bad in terms of survival 
and reproduction, these will however die out over time.

The origin of morality
Animals that act in a way not ideal for survival and reproduction may end up being replaced by animals
that make better decisions in terms of survival and reproduction. Thus over time evolution enforces a 
darwinian morality meaning people are forced to adapt to the environment. People that break laws may 
end up jailed or even killed and this will create evolutionary pressure not to break these laws. 

Humans often try to push morality upon others that is not beneficial in terms of their reproductive 
success. Often morality is pushed with the intention of benefiting some group rather than doing what's 
best for society or trying to pursue reproductive success. You want your enemies to follow moral 
systems that make them weak such as believing that it's always wrong to kill people. 

Thus there is a very significant moral tension where different groups pushes different notions of 
morality and where it's in the reproductive interests of people to ignore the morality the government 
and special interest groups is trying to push. Parents do have an interest to push morality that is actually
beneficial in terms of the reproductive success of their children but other people do not. 

Humans are currently in control over the environment and thus the morality will to a very large extent 
come down to decisions made by humans, by changing the environment we can change the direction of
human evolution. 



Eugenics
The genes someone has doesn't just affect his/her life, it also affects the society as a whole.  

Societies that neglect their gene-pool will gradually weaken to the point where they fall and be 
conquered by societies that have a working eugenics policy, you making humanitarian excuses will not 
prevent your society from falling or your population from going extinct. It's especially important that 
the individuals leading the country have genetics suited for that leadership, you want the senators to 
breed a lot and only select the most suitable off-spring to take over the leadership from them. 

Evolution by natural selection is a brutal and ineffective process. Therefore it can be tempting to take 
shortcuts when it comes to breeding a more fit population, this however will often end very badly, often
worse than no selection at all 20

This however does not mean eugenics cannot work, it just means we need to be patient and give it the 
time it needs. Rather than trying to micro-manage breeding like we tried with dogs (and generally 
failed) we need to give evolution the time it needs to naturally adapt humans making the society 
stronger. Slow gradual evolution has worked in the past and it can work again. 

The reason humanity as a whole needs eugenics is that we cannot survive on earth forever, eventually 
the sun will become so hot it will try earth and all life on earth will die, moving to mars (assuming that 
would even be sustainable at all) would just buy us time, we need to move to other star systems in 
order to continue our lineage and civilization.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kMBriCmiTu0


There is of course a lot of different methods that can be used for eugenics, it does not have to be a 
policy that is officially justified with eugenics. One example of this is baby quotas supposedly 
implemented for raising the fertility rate but then it's individualized to specifically target privileged 
individuals (forcing them to have and raise more children). We can justify this by saying "privileged 
people need to do their fair share in increasing the fertility rate" and also "we shouldn't force poor 
people to have children" and also make exceptions for people with genetic disabilities.

If eugenics is generally viewed as something bad then governments will have to figure out ways to do 
eugenics without the masses realizing the real purpose is eugenics. A policy can officially have some 
other purpose such as "supporting parents" or "keep people safe from dangerous people".

Eugenics and diversity
Rather than aiming for a single goal the goal with eugenics should be to improve humanity in general 
while still maintaining a high level of diversity. A high level of diversity can be maintained by 
decentralizing eugenics and letting people with different preferences make different decisions. 

Applying any evolutionary pressure will short term reduce diversity in weeding out the unfit, in nature 
this is counteracted by random mutations that introduce new diversity that can be selected upon. 
Reducing diversity had both advantages and disadvantages but it's possible to preserve a great deal of 
diversity while maintaining eugenic pressure. 

Even if just 1% of the male population reproduce that's still 35 million, significantly larger than the 
typical populations of large mammals. 

We do not however need to rely on random mutations to introduce new diversity to the gene pool; 
genetic engineering allows us to introduce new diversity to the gene pool that we can select upon via 
eugenics, this will allow for diversity that is actually useful when it comes to advancing humanity. We 
don't need to know exactly what will happen with the genes we try to introduce.

Sexual selection
Female Sexual selection will provide a great deal of diversity since different females have different 
preferences for sexual partner.

The current sexual selection is based on largely genetic factors such as looks 21 22 23 this is due to 
several key factors, females no longer need male resources due to the welfare state and females 
entering the labour force. The sexual liberation has resulted in females having a lot more options while 
males have fewer options 24

There is conflicting data whether or not intelligent males
would reproduce more but dysgenic reproduction among
females is to be expected 25 26 good-looking people tend
to be more intelligent 27 28 and thus female selection
based on appearance is likely to favor intelligence. 

Other selection criteria such as money and status also
depend on intelligence 29 If you are mentally fit for
society you will have an easier time gaining social status
and resources and this will allow you to have more success
attracting females to impregnate 30

https://sci-hub.se/10.1016/j.jebo.2014.12.011
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s10888-019-09413-x.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BVgpuaSooH0
https://sci-hub.se/10.1016/j.intell.2010.11.003
https://sci-hub.hkvisa.net/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.06.003
https://www.demogr.mpg.de/papers/working/wp-2017-020.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N0m_GVG3Oxo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EFnJMPQow7A&
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DvWJneVSDcY
https://www.ibtimes.co.uk/women-find-men-2-points-more-attractive-out-10-if-their-salary-increases-by-this-amount-1653933


As the bodies of males become more attractive due to female sexual selection the male body will 
become less and less important when it comes to female sexual selection and other factors such as 
intelligence and social status will become increasingly important. Different individuals select their 
partners differently but we can still see some general patterns such as females loving good-looking 
male psychopaths.

Female sexual selection is likely to favor males who are physically strong 31

It is very unlikely a female will be monogamous with an unattractive male, some guys might be lucky 
enough to find a female willing to waste herself on a loser but for the most part unattractive males will 
remain single or in very short relationships. Being rich might attract certain types of females even if 
you are ugly but these females will quickly ‘fall out of love’ if you stop being successful. Females in 
general prefer white males 32

Forced breeding
You can force people to breed and still allow them to select their partner(s). It is also possible to do 
forced breeding where females are given the final selection among the candidates in deciding who is 
going to make her pregnant. 

Generally the females who have the highest fertility rate are not the most suited for breeding in terms of
building a strong society 33 34 35

Since there is naturally a big male surplus there is little to no benefit in applying forced breeding to 
men, females are the reproductive bottleneck and thus the ones suited for forced impregnation, 
pregnancy, childbirth. Males will however be expected to support the extra children females are forced 
to have and this will include males that do not have any children of their own (such as due to being 
rejected by all females). Males without children will be subjected to higher taxes. 

One method is to simply legally obligate females to have a certain number of children and this will be 
individualized such that capable and successful females are being given big quotas while females that 
struggle in life (such as due to low IQ) are not given any quota to meet. This will naturally make a lot 
of people pissed off and it would also be difficult to enforce, this is probably not the best approach. 

Another approach is to give privileges to people who breed and implement it in a such way that the 
fertility rate increases more in females that have traits valuable for the future society. 

A more aggressive approach is to outright reduce females to property and then have her be raped and 
impregnated over and over again, this can continue until she has given birth 20 times. She will get 
physically punished and restrained if she tries to resist. 

This makes it less likely people with bad genetics will rebel against the system since they are not really 
impacted by these aggressive breeding methods. People that used to be genetically privileged will now 
be subjugated and raped (sometimes over 1000 times) being humiliated as people with worse genetics 
can live normal lives.

Children females are forced to give birth to against their will does not have to be raised by said mother, 
they can also be raised by the father or the state. Having a mother less interested in child-rearing makes
it easier for the government to gain power over the children and thus raise them to support the state and
give them the skills needed to be good enforces of the system. 

https://www.ssc.wisc.edu/wlsresearch/publications/files/public/Retherford-Sewell_Intelligence.Family.S.R.pdf
https://chrestomathy.cofc.edu/documents/vol3/parker.pdf
https://sci-hub.se/10.1016/j.intell.2003.09.002
https://web.archive.org/web/20100118050917/http://www.sphere.com/article/revealing-the-mysteries-of-online-dating-even-the-politically-i/19261774
https://beel.la.psu.edu/documents/Hill%20et%20al%202013%20Evol%20Hum%20Behav.pdf


Early sex and pair-bonding
It is natural for females to have sex after puberty, delaying sex and
pregnancy can result in mental issues. 

When males are legally banned from having sex with young girls
it will be more difficult for young girls to have sex and get
pregnant with a high-quality male early.

Females have much shorter biological window for sex than males and the
earlier a females start to have sex without contraceptives the more
children she will be able to have.

Females are generally mentally capable of sexual selection from very
early age 40

Teen pregnancies
One prominent feminist goal is to reduce teen pregnancies as if that would
be a good thing. The current dogma is to put females in schools (where
they do not learn much if anything of value) instead of being able to
become mothers early and finding a way to combine that with an
education that's actually useful for society. Young teens are indoctrinated
into thinking it's somehow bad to be a teen parent. 

Teen parents who are happy with being parents still often recommend
against becoming a teen parent for other people 41 this can be due to virtue signaling or thinking they 
are some special exceptions. In reality however despite societal support for teen parents generally not 
being even close to what it should be teen parenthood generally improves quality of life and is clearly 
beneficial for society. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5896788/

Motherhood can be a positive experience that makes sense in the lives of young women from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. To be effective, policy must recognize the valued social role motherhood 
provides for these young women. The negative long-term outcomes observed may largely be a result of
their disadvantaged position within society and this should be the focus of interventions.

Girls from a young age often want to become mothers, taking care of babies. By supporting them we 
can make that dream a reality. Instead of dolls they will now take care of their own baby after carrying 
and giving birth. Having children early will allow for better bond between parent and child since the 
difference in age will be smaller, it will be more like a friendship relationship and better for everyone. 

Early pregnancy reduces breast-cancer risk https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6199327/

By becoming pregnant and having children early in life you will be able to focus on your career later, 
wasting your most fertile years as a female just studying things at school you will rarely/never use 
besides to pass tests is insanity. 

Most females are fertile already at 13 42 by delaying breeding you miss out on a windows where 
females have the highest fertility which makes it harder to maintain fertility above replacement. 

https://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/110/4/e43
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6199327/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5896788/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VKNfs1BuySs
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/233484271_Ideal_partner_preferences_among_adolescents


In most regions, the age distribution of maternal mortality follows a J-shaped curve, with a slightly 
increased risk of death in adolescents as compared to women between 20 and 24 years old 43

In contrast to the overall results, the maternal mortality rate in southeast asia and columbia was actually
lower than in the 15 to 19 range than the 20 to 24 range, this is before adjusting for any confounding 
factors that will skew these results in favor of older females. In the supplementary appendix we see that
the mortality was lowest in the 15 to 19 range for multiple countries such as Namibia. 

Maternal Mortality in Miami-Dade County, 1994-2003 44 and United States, 1991--1999 45

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5448726/

When no other factors are taken into account, children of teenage mothers have significantly higher 
odds of placement in certain special education classes and significantly higher occurrence of milder 
education problems, but when maternal education, marital status, poverty level, and race are controlled,
the detrimental effects disappear and even some protective effects are observed. 

Hence, the increased risk for educational problems and disabilities among children of teenage mothers 
is attributed not to the effect of young age but to the confounding influences of associated 
sociodemographic factors. In contrast to teen age, older maternal age has an adverse effect on a child's 
educational outcome regardless of whether other factors are controlled for or not.

https://academic.oup.com/aje/article/154/3/212/125794

https://academic.oup.com/aje/article/154/3/212/125794
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5448726/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/10691018_Pregnancy-Related_Mortality_Surveillance_---_United_States_1991--1999/download
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Fermin-Leguen/publication/238760442_Maternal_Mortality_in_Miami-Dade_County_1994-2003/links/0f317533cb6c901233000000/Maternal-Mortality-in-Miami-Dade-County-1994-2003.pdf
https://www.thelancet.com/cms/10.1016/S2214-109X(13)70179-7/attachment/38930364-874b-4ed3-8deb-a95ea3fbb124/mmc1.pdf
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/langlo/article/PIIS2214-109X(13)70179-7/fulltext


After adjustment for confounding factors, RRs (95% confidence interval) of fetal death and anaemia 
were respectively 1.37 (1.09-1.70) and 1.27 (1.15-1.40) for a 16-year-old compared to a 20-year-old 
mother. Younger mothers had significantly decreased risks of obstetric complications (preeclampsia, 
caesarean section, operative vaginal delivery and post-partum haemorrhage). Higher prevalence of 
prematurity and low birth weight in infants born to teenagers were not attributable to young maternal 
age after adjustment for confounding factors 46

In a study conducted in Mexico by 47 complications during pregnancy were estimated to be at 26 
percent (%) in adult women and 10 percent (%) in adolescents (p = 0.04). However, the gestational age 
and birth-weight were similar in both groups. The study further revealed that birth by cesarean section 
was more frequent among the offspring of adult women (65% compared to 48%, p = 0.015) than in 
adolescents 48

In a study done at a french university hospital it was found that teen moders had lower risk of various 
birth complications 49 After adjustment for confounding factors, RRs (95% confidence interval) of 
fetal death and anaemia were respectively 1.37 (1.09-1.70) and 1.27 (1.15-1.40) for a 16-year-old 
compared to a 20-year-old mother. Younger mothers had significantly decreased risks of obstetric 
complications (preeclampsia, caesarean section, operative vaginal delivery and post-partum 
haemorrhage). Higher prevalence of prematurity and low birth weight in infants born to teenagers were 
not attributable to young maternal age after adjustment
for confounding factors.

Having children early can also be good for the careers of
these females since by having children early you will be
able to have your career later without interruption to have
children. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK219229/            Maternal mortality rate in South Africa 50

The research suggests that the age at which childbearing begins is not as important as the length of time
since the (most recent) birth in influencing whether or not a woman works. Having a young child 
consistently lowers labor force participation, whereas an early birth does not. 

Of the three studies that have specifically addressed this issue, one (Koo and Bilsborrow, 1980) finds 
no effect of early childbearing while two studies find a weak positive effect of early childbearing on 
labor force participation (Hofferth et al., 1978; Card, 1979). In these studies early childbearers (female)
appear to be somewhat more likely to be in the labor force 10 years after high school than later 
childbearers. This is probably due to several factors: 

0. Since early childbearers start their families early, at 1 and 5 years after high school fewer early than 
later childbearers are working (Card, 1977). Ten years after high school, however, their children are 
older while later childbearers have just begun their families and have young children in the home. Thus
the early childbearers were more likely to be working 10 years after high school in the Card study and 
at age 24 in the Hofferth et al. study.

1. Early childbearers may have a greater economic need to work. Never married mothers who had an 
early birth have a high likelihood of being employed (Haggstrom et al., 1981). In a related study 
Trussell and Abowd (1979) also found that among whites increasing age at first birth lowers the 
propensity to work by raising the wage required to attract them into the work-force.

https://bmcpublichealth.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12889-020-8179-x/figures/4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK219229/
https://sci-hub.se/https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19733429/
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation.aspx?paperid=93777
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation.aspx?paperid=93777#ref37
https://sci-hub.se/https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/19733429/


There are sex differences in the association between early childbearing and employment. At 1 and 5 
years out of high school more males in the adolescent childbearer group were working, compared to 
their classmates (Card, 1977). Thus for males, each parenthood leads to entrance into the labor force. 
However, by 11 years out, these differences had disappeared. By 11 years after high-school most     
non-parenting males had also completed their schooling and entered the work force so the difference 
disappears.

Females, in contrast, work less while they have young children in the home, but as their children 
mature, they return to work. Thus the timing of the birth affects when that hiatus will occur. By the mid
twenties, the later childbearers are beginning their families and dropping out of the work-force while 
the early childbearers are reentering.

Government spending
We need to spend money on things that actually advance our society and humanity as a whole (long 
term). We shouldn't waste tax-money keeping useless people alive. Good things to spend money on are:

0. Military (nuclear weapons, fighter jets, etc). 
1. Public education (government media, free online education, scholarships to talented individuals, free
elementary education). 
2. Gain control over social media by investing into these companies and creating new platforms, etc. 
3. Police.
4. Research on biotechnology such as genetic engineering. 
5. Support teen parents (19 or younger). 
6. Infrastructure.
7. Support for adult parents (20+).
8. Eradication of STDs and other infectious diseases.
9. Buying up patents and letting everyone in our country use these for free. 
10. Space missions. 
11. Fund support people who will monitor and take care of people who seem to be a great danger to 
themselves or others. 
12. Support females below 30 directly financially, you don't need to be born female to qualify for this, 
you can also change your sex medically with hormone replacement therapy 51
13. Giving universal basic income and legal protections to important citizens.

Government funding
The main source of income to a government tends to be taxes paid by its own citizens, people are 
essentially being extorted into supporting the system. Other ways to fund the government are via some 
inflationary monetary policy or by extracting natural resources. 

The issue with funding the government via taxes is that people will naturally avoid paying these taxes, 
it will create an incentive against doing the things that will result in having to pay taxes, this is a good 
thing if we tax stuff such as carbon emissions but it's problematic when we end up having to tax work.

Instead we want to levy taxes on people outside over country potentially destroying their economies 52

It's theoretically possible to fund a government by extorting other nations and sending nukes to them if 
they refuse to pay, you can also invade other countries and later force them to pay war fines for 
resisting your invasion. We can force other countries to implement carbon taxes and give all the money 
to us, they will also have to pay fines if they ruin our environment in other ways. 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/179816/1/revecp_v14_i4_p309-328.pdf
https://fee.org/articles/modern-monetary-theory-debunking-the-latest-incarnation-of-government-s-magic-money-tree/
https://fee.org/articles/modern-monetary-theory-debunking-the-latest-incarnation-of-government-s-magic-money-tree/
https://vintologi.com/threads/male-to-female.5/page-2#post-1351


About abortion and infanticide
It's not in the interest of society to allow females to kill their offspring when there off-spring would be 
valuable for society. The government might for example want to raise people to become loyal soldiers 
and unwanted children can be very useful for that, thus forcing females to give birth can be beneficial.

A minority of women denied abortions (n = 231; 14%) were considering adoption at 1 week after 
denial. Of participants who gave birth (n = 161), most (91%) chose parenting. 

https://www.whijournal.com/article/S1049-3867(16)30348-6/fulltext

Fertility rates were compared over time between states that varied in the timing of abortion legalization.
RESULTS: States legalizing abortion experienced a 4% decline in fertility relative to states where the 
legal status of abortion was unchanged. The relative reductions in births to teens, women more than 35 
years of age, non-White women, and unmarried women were considerably larger. If women did not 
travel between states to obtain an abortion, the estimated impact of abortion legalization on birth rates 
would be about 11%. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1508542/

It's important that females aren't allowed to leave an area we control to kill their own children. We 
might also want to ban females who haven't had children yet from leaving so we can impregnate them.

It takes a lot of time and resources to raise children so it does make sense to focus on children who 
show promise rather than pouring resources on children who will never contribute anything to society, 
in the case of some disabilities reproduction isn't even possible so killing them early would also be 
beneficial in terms of individual survival of the fittest. 

Even a child with average genes however might turn out to be valuable, thus forcing a female to give 
birth against her will can be useful for society. 

Aborting your own child is often genetic suicide but if a female aborts her child it will also result in her
husband spreading his genes less, thus it's often in the interests of the husband to prevent her from 
having an abortion. Of course the genetic interest argument could be continued indefinitely, what if 
your sister or identical twin is planning to do an abortion/infanticide?

The issue with trying to have the government decide when abortion is going to be allowed is that there 
are a lot of these cases to decide which demand a lot of effort of the government in order to properly 
make these decisions. For that reason we want general simple rules to follow. Example of a simple 
system is to allow abortion in the following cases

0. Nobody wants to raise the child.
1. There is a medical issue with the child making it unworthwhile to continue the pregnancy. 
2. Abortion will significantly increase the chance of the mother surviving. 

That means that if there is no proper medical justification for abortion females can be forced to give 
birth if someone else (such as the father or the government) is willing to raise the child. If someone else
(not father) is willing to raise the child he/she will have to have the resources needed to actually raise 
the child or make a deposit on a  government-controlled account. The mother will not be obligated to 
support the child financially in these cases of forced births. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1508542/
https://www.whijournal.com/article/S1049-3867(16)30348-6/fulltext


If more than one individual wants to raise the child then people genetically close to the child will be 
prioritized (such as a brother or grand-parent). 

When a child is aborted a specific genetic configuration is eliminated before we know much about how
good that particular combination is, this is only a good form of eugenics for obvious defects but it is not
ideal if we want to improve average iq. In the case of down's syndrome the child would not be able to 
reproduce anyway and thus aborting them will have no direct eugenic impact. 

Females suspected of wanting to do an abortion can be monitored to ensure that they do not harm the 
baby. If a female attempts to do an illegal abortion she will be restrained until she has completed the 
pregnancy. If a female successfully does an illegal abortion she will be impregnated again forcefully. 
The government should have the right to ban people for having harmful medical treatments. This can 
be due to the medical treatment being bad for the individual or due to the medical treatment causing 
wider harm towards society. 

About transsexualism and homosexuality
There will be a lot of people who want to pursue a lifestyle that will result in them being very unlikely 
to reproduce. In the case of people born male this is not really an issue since males are not the 
reproductive bottleneck anyway. 

Most males are not suited for breeding in the first place and there is always the option to freeze sperm 
in the unlikely event his sperm would become wanted for reproduction. 

A lot of people will be happier if they are allowed to transition and that might allow people to become 
more valuable members of society. 

https://vintologi.com/threads/science-regarding-transexualism.566/#post-3632

Allowing failed males to transition to female can also be useful for social control, having that escape-
route reduces the social difficulties caused by demanding a lot from the male population (working, 
fighting in wars, etc). Thus transsexualism can actually be useful in upholding beneficial gender roles. 

Having males transition to females can be a very useful strategy to combat feminism since then there 
will be an internal conflict with regard to exactly who will count as a female. Self-id will allow things 
like harmful gender-quotas to be circumvented 52

Females with gender dysphoria could be humiliated by forced feminization and this would allow for 
other people to make fun of them, thus we may want to force them to reproduce so we can make fun of 
and humiliate their offspring too. 

In general deviants can provide entertainment value for the rest of us. 

Obviously lesbians should also be fucked and impregnated. Trans females can potentially be useful for 
this (such as after stopping HRT for 3 months) but we can also just humiliated by using full males to 
breed them. 

Males having sex with males is not really a problem unless one of them is infected with a disease that 
can be spread via sex. This however will stop being an issue if we just eradicate these diseases (which 
will be relatively easy). 

https://www.breitbart.com/europe/2022/07/31/great-reset-state-owned-bbc-disappearing-women-by-filling-gender-quotas-with-trans-staff/
https://vintologi.com/threads/science-regarding-transexualism.566/#post-3632

